The many items on the annual business meeting agenda of the officers and trustees included several related to the journal, MDM. One of these concerned reorganization of the editorial board. A short description follows of the board changes that go into effect beginning with this first issue of the fourth volume.
Medical Decision Making is published under an agreement signed in June 1980 between the Publisher, Birkhauser Boston, Inc., and the Editor-in-Chief and an agreement signed between the Publisher and the Society For Medical Decision Making. The agreements state that the term of office for the Editor-in-Chief will be five years; for Associate Editors and Editorial Board Members, three years. Reappointment is possible. Because the terms of all Associate Editors and Editorial Board Members would expire in 1983, it seemed an appropriate time to reorganize the editorial board. In so doing I had two objectives in mind.
First, certain editorial activities concerning journal development were receiving inadequate attention. To strengthen this area I recommended that an Associate Editor-in-Chief be appointed. I am very pleased that Dr. Harvey V. Fineberg agreed to accept this position. His appointment was approved with enthusiasm by the SMDM Trustees and by Dr. Klaus Peters, President, Birkhauser Boston, Inc. Harvey had helped with the original organization of MDM, as I noted on the first page of my editorial in Volume 1, Number 1. Harvey was the Society's second president, and he has participated in various Society activities ever since SMDM was founded.
His assistance will be very valuable.
Second, an important objective was to increase opportunities for Associate Editor and Editorial Board Member participation. Dr. Stephen G. Pauker's continuing outstanding contribution to MDM is much appreciated, and he was invited to be an Associate Editor. The number of Editorial Board Members has been increased with the terms of office designated as shown on the inside front cover of this issue. To initiate the threeyear rotation principle for editorial board membership, some members have been reappointed for a period of one or two years. The current member reappointments, new member appointments, and Dr. Pauker's appointment were all approved by the SMDM Trustees and the Publisher. I thank the Trustees and the Publisher for their approval.
To the Editorial Board Members leaving the Board, my thanks for your help, and to the new Editorial Board Members, Welcome! I look forward to your assistance in acquiring and reviewing manuscripts. Your suggestions on any aspect of MDM are invited.
Because MDM Associate Editors and Editorial Board Members are all involved more or less with the review of manuscripts, I want to mention an interesting article on peer-review practices [1] recently called to my attention by Dr. Jay J. J. Christensen-Szalanski.
The authors, Peters and Ceci, point out that a major portion of the criticism of the journal review system has concerned the reliability of peer review and so they attempted to study the peer-review process directly in the natural setting of actual journal referee evaluations of submitted manuscripts. As test materials the authors selected twelve already published research articles by investigators from prestigious and highly productive American psychology departments, one article from each of twelve highly regarded and widely read American psychology journals with high rejection rates (80%) and nonblind refereeing practices. With fictitious names and institutions substituted for the original ones, the manuscripts were formally resubmitted to the journals that had originally refereed and published them eighteen to thirty-two months earlier.
Of the sample of thirty-eight editors and reviewers, only three (8%) detected the resubmissions. This result allowed nine of the twelve articles to continue through the review process to receive actual evaluation; eight of these nine were rejected. Sixteen of the eighteen referees (89%) recommended against publication and the editors concurred. The grounds for rejection were in many cases described as &dquo;serious methodological flaws.&dquo;
The editors who published the Peters and Ceci article in the journal The Behavioral and Brain Sciences commented that the article gives rise to several methodological and ethical questions, but they didn't stop there. They solicited and published opinions from a large number of individuals familiar with the peer-review process in psychology, physics, medical science, business, and other fields. The opinions collected in a fifty-six page &dquo;Open Peer Commentary&dquo; were more interesting to me than the Peters and Ceci article that stimulated the discussions.
For example, Nobel Laureate Rosalyn S. Yalow wrote in part [1, p 244], &dquo;as a reviewer, I read not only the paper to be reviewed, but also previous papers by the same authors, and I also attempt to determine whether their work is cited by others in the field, and the like. Thus, it is most unlikely that I would have failed to notice that the resubmitted papers were fraudulent, or that they came from nonexistent authors in nonexistent institutions. I think what has been demonstrated by this study is not reviewer bias, but reviewer and editorial incompetence.&dquo;
Only a few reviewers may go to the lengths indicated by Dr. Yalow, but I have seen many conscientious and very helpful commentaries provided by reviewers of manuscripts submitted to MDM during the past three years. The MDM editors believe in the importance of the peer-review process and the contribution it will continue to make in enhancing recognition of medical decision making and of MDM. 
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